Adposition phrases in morphologically impoverished languages have a function similar to nouns with morphological cases in morphologically rich languages, leading some researchers to argue that at least some cases belong to the category P. The aim of this paper is to investigate whether all cases can be analysed as Ps. The focus is on partitive case in Finnish. Whilst the 'local' cases in many languages appear to be strong candidates for analysis as members of the category P, it will be argued that partitive case (and genitive in languages where there is no distinct partitive) spells out a functional head between P and D, and that it properly belongs to the D-system (quantifiers or determiners), not the P-system. Thus morphological cases do not form a coherent category in syntax. Instead, morphological case paradigms relate to one of three different syntactic items: (i) uninterpretable features (structural cases), (ii) PP structures (cases expressing spatial or thematic relations), and (iii) determiner or quantifier projections (partitive, and partitive uses of genitive). Possible extensions of the analysis to other languages (German, Tongan and English) are explored.
Introduction
Traditional grammars make use of morphological case paradigms such as those in (1) In recent syntactic theorising, however, there has been an implicit decomposition of such case forms. It has long been observed that adposition phrases (PPs) in morphologically impoverished languages have a function similar to nouns with morphological cases in morphologically rich languages such as those above. This has led some researchers to claim that cases and adpositions belong to one and the same category (Fillmore 1968 , Emonds 1985 1987) , forming part of the extended functional projection of the noun (Grimshaw 1991) . More recently, more detailed research on spatial expressions has led to the proposal that case suffixes expressing spatial relations in certain languages belong to the category P (van Riemsdijk and Huybregts 2001, den Dikken 2003 , Svenonius 2006 . Such claims are based initially on the apparent identity of function of adpositions in morphologically impoverished languages, as compared with case marked noun phrases in morphologically richer languages, as illustrated in (4). They are further substantiated by the observation that combinations of adpositions mirror combinations of cases cross-linguistically, with a general hierarchical ordering of path and place markers, such that place should be marked closer to the lexical head than path, as illustrated in (5). At the same time, others maintain that there is a more general link between case and additional nominal functional structure, usually termed KP (Bittner and Hale 1996, Bayer, Bader, and Meng 2001, among others) . For the purpose of this article I will view KP as equivalent to PP, on the following grounds: firstly, the researchers on KP note that the K position may sometimes be filled by a preposition; secondly, I will not discuss data which provides evidence for the need for a specific separate category K, and in the absence of such evidence it seems desirable to keep the inventory of categories to a minimum. The proposal should, however, be compatible with the notion KP, should it turn out to be necessary for independent reasons. I will refer to those morphological cases analysed as spelling out P projections as P-affixes. The aim of this paper is to investigate whether all morphological cases can be seen as members of the category P, arguing for the conclusion that such uniform treatment is not possible. Since I do not examine nomina- inal=inalienable, iness=inessive, init=initial, loc=locative, nom=nominative, nonspec=non-specific, obl=oblique, part=partitive, pl=plural, postess=postessive, pres=present, pst=past, ptcp=participle, pv=preverb, r=referring, refl=reflexive, rel=relative pronoun, sg=singular, spec=specific, subj=subject. tive, accusative or dative in detail, I simply adopt the standard Principles and Parameters view that nominative, accusative, and at least in some languages dative, involve a separate system, structural case, arising from uninterpretable features which must be checked in a particular structural configuration.
2 I contribute to the decomposition of the paradigms illustrated, focusing on partitive case (and genitive in languages where it has partitive function and there is no distinct partitive), particularly in contexts such as that illustrated for Finnish in (6), where the case seems to contribute indefiniteness or the force of a negative polarity item. Kiparsky (1998) I argue that the Finnish partitive is distinct both from the structural cases and from the P-affixes. The semantic content of partitive suggests that it comes more within the range of the DP than the PP, taking on a function similar to an indefinite article, negative polarity item, or quantifier. Thus it seems that, unlike the case suffixes expressing spatial relations, which are argued to spell out P heads, the Finnish partitive suffix properly belongs to the D-system. It is more akin to the suffixal determiners in (7). I will refer to these items as D-affixes.
(7)
Definite article suffixes (Giusti 2002:58) 
'the boy' I will attempt to extend the analysis to other languages, arguing that certain items that carry similar meaning but have previously been analysed as adpositions, such as English of, may also belong to this category. It goes beyond the scope of the paper to give a detailed account of the syntactic structure underlying nouns with this case, but I propose that it involves a head lower in the extended projection of the noun phrase than the P layer and higher than the article, belonging more with the D-system than with the P-system. The conclusion will therefore be that morphological cases do not form a coherent category in syntax, but rather that the case paradigms apparent at the morphological level relate to different syntactic categories. The structure of this paper is as follows. Section 2 outlines the core proposal, introducing the Finnish data in 2.1, and sketching an analysis in 2.2. Section 3 investigates possible extensions to other languages, looking at German, Tongan and English. Section 4 addresses several theoretical implications of the analysis. Finally, section 5 summarises the main findings and the issues still to be accounted for, thus concluding the paper.
Finnish partitive
I propose that the Finnish partitive case belongs to the D-system, rather than the P-system, on the basis of its distribution and interpretation. This differs from past accounts, which have variably treated Finnish partitive as structural (Vainikka 1993) , associated with aspect (Kiparsky 1998 , Kratzer 2004 , and as inherently assigned by unaccusative verbs (Belletti 1988) . Section 2.1 presents data showing that partitive is distinct from nominative and accusative, in that it is semantically constrained, but also from Paffixes, in that it is not selected due to an idiosyncratic property of the predicate. Section 2.2 outlines my analysis.
Finnish data
The Finnish partitive is unlike other cases in that it alternates regularly with nominative and accusative arguments of the verb. Thus it emerges in contexts where one would expect to see structural nominative/accusative, but its distribution appears to be semantically constrained, relating to indefiniteness and boundedness (cf. discussion in Kiparsky 1998).
Partitive subjects
The Finnish partitive alternates with nominative on subjects, in three different contexts, as listed in (8), and illustrated in (9)-(11).
(8)
Three contexts for partitive subjects: a. indefinite divisible non-count nouns (9) b. indefinite plural count nouns (10) (whereas definite subjects are nominative) c. where the existence of the argument is completely negated (11) (Karlsson 1999:82-85 Thus partitive appears in contexts in which one would expect a nominative subject in many languages. It seems to have the function of an indefinite article or quantifier in (9) and (10) and of a negative polarity item in (11).
Partitive objects
The Finnish partitive alternates with accusative on objects, in four different contexts, as listed in (12), and illustrated in (13) hän-tä. 3sg-part 'I pity him/her.'
Thus the partitive object appears in contexts where one would expect an accusative in many languages. It seems to have the function of a negative polarity item in (13) and (14). Examples (15) and (16) indicate a relationship with aspect, partitive being used for unbounded objects, and accusative for bounded objects (Kiparsky 1998) . I argue that even the use of partitive with verbs of emotion is distinct from the normal sense of 'inherent' case on objects, since it can be explained by the fact that these verbs inherently involve an activity which is not aspectually bounded.
How to interpret the Finnish data
The use of the partitive presented in the preceding sections is distinct from uses of other 'inherently selected' cases (PP structures under my assumptions). In these examples the illative and elative cases appear to be required by a semantically determined property of the selecting heads.
4 In contrast, the use of partitive in place of a nominative subject or accusative object appears to be independent of the lexical content of the assigning head (making it look more like a structural case), and yet semantically determined (making it look more like an inherent case, a P-affix under the framework adopted here).
Instead, the uses of the partitive seem more related to the expression of indefinite quantity and negative polarity. For this reason, I suggest that the partitive can be seen as a type of quantifier or determiner head, rather than the morphological realisation of a structural case feature or a P head.
Towards an analysis
This section presents a sketch of the way in which the distinctive behaviour of the partitive might be analysed and puts it into its theoretical context. If some case inflections spell out P because it is an extended projection of N (the P-affixes introduced above), then, by the same logic, other intervening functional heads such as determiners and quantifiers, should also sometimes be seen as inflections on N (D-inflections, like the determiner suffixes in (7)). Following Grimshaw (1991) , I take P and D to be extended projections of the noun, as shown in (18). These functional heads may be spelled out on the nominal head. From these structures the word orders are derived by movement. I will not attempt here to decide between accounts involving affix hopping or raising. However, it should be noted that all word/affix orders predicted by (18) are attested. That is to say, both adpositions and determiners may surface either as affixes or as separate words, and they can either precede or follow the lexical head, whether they are morphologically part of the noun or not, as illustrated in the following examples. For the difference between structural case and inherent case I adopt an analysis along the lines of Bayer et al. (2001) , with certain qualifications to be outlined here. I first summarise the analysis and then show how it might be applied to my proposal. For their analysis of German, Bayer et al. use Cardinaletti and Starke's (1999) notion of structural deficiency, taking nominative and accusative nouns to be structurally deficient (DPs), requiring movement to receive structural case, and taking genitive and dative nouns to have additional KP structure (my PP), such that they do not need to move for structural case. Cardinaletti and Starke's typology of pronouns is as follows.
(25) Typology of structural deficiency of pronouns (Cardinaletti and Starke 1999:195 )
Clitic pronouns LP L is the lexical head, I is the inflection category, Σ is a functional category where prosody-related features are located, and C is like C in the verbal domain. Under the assumptions presented in this paper, P would roughly correspond to C, and D to I, leaving room for a further determiner-like element or quantifier to correspond to Σ. This would be the locus of partitive case, explaining the use in negative contexts, as Cardinaletti and Starke suggest that Σ contains both polarity features (assertion/negation) and focus features. Thus it seems reasonable to place the partitive here. I have argued that the partitive spells out a head in the D-system, and that it is distinct from the P-inflections spelled out by the cases with spatial meanings. If Cardinaletti and Starke's findings are interpreted to mean that structural cases are assigned to DPs (as in Bayer et al. 2001) , then the patterning of partitive arguments with the structural cases on subjects and objects is expected. A case-checking verbal head, looking for something to check case with, will see a noun phrase with partitive case as a possible candidate, just as it will see a noun phrase with nominative or accusative. A noun phrase within a PP structure will appear unsuitable for case checking. For this reason partitive patterns rather similarly to nominative and accusative in the syntax, appearing on subjects and objects.
Finnish partitive patterns with P-affixes in the sense that it seems to make a semantic contribution to the noun phrase. Under the analysis adopted here, this is expected because the partitive involves more structure than the nominative and accusative cases, contributing additional semantic information. This additional structure will also go some way towards explaining the greater morphological complexity of German genitive and English of below, when compared with nominative and accusative noun phrases, as I argue that these languages also have a structure similar to the Finnish partitive. Thus the distinction between the D-system and the P-system emerges as crucial in determining the way in which a noun can be selected as an argument.
Extensions of the analysis
In this section I attempt to extend the analysis of Finnish partitive to other languages (German, Tongan and English), showing that it is not an exceptional phenomenon but that affixes formerly analysed as case, and words formerly analysed as adpositions, in other languages might be usefully reanalysed as belonging to the D-system.
German genitive
I argue here that German genitive may also form part of the D-system. Bayer et al. (2001) distinguish German nominative and accusative cases from genitive and dative cases, based on their different morphosyntactic behaviour. They attribute the difference to a structural asymmetry, nominative and accusative relating to a particular spec-head configuration between a DP and a verbal head, whilst genitive and dative spell out KP (my PP), an additional projection above DP. They leave several differences between genitive and dative unexplained. I will examine these differences here, adopting Bayer et al.'s assumptions for nominative and accusative, and arguing that the genitive/dative asymmetries result from a D/P asymmetry.
Genitive requires morphological licensing in contexts where the other cases do not. When a noun appears with the definite determiner, genitive case is obligatorily marked on masculine and neuter nouns. In this respect genitive differs from the nominative and accusative, which appear only on the determiner, and dative, which appears on the determiner and optionally on the noun.
(26)
German case morphology on articles and nouns (Bayer et al. 2001 In terms of morphological licensing, genitive is therefore distinct from the other cases.
Finally, genitive case is ungrammatical in the absence of an article or adjective (Bayer et al. 2001:482) , unless the noun is already intrinsically definite (cf. the proper names in (27), which are grammatical without an article or adjective). The connection with the article and definiteness status of the noun suggests a link between the DP layer and the genitive. I suggest that the analysis of genitive as belonging to the D-system goes some way towards explaining this link.
6
The German data discussed here are comparable to the Finnish in that 6 The connection with the adjective seems surprising if the explanation is to be based purely on the DP layer. I do not know of further evidence in German for a direct connection between adjectives and articles, but certain phenomena in languages with suffixing determiners do seem to point to such a link. For example, in Swedish (i) the definite article appears only as a suffix in the absence of an adjective, but when an adjective is present, the article additionally appears as a separate word and as an affix on the adjective. [footnote continued next page] an element commonly treated as a case can be shown to be distinct from those cases which spell out PP (German dative, Finnish locative and directional cases) and those which spell out abstract case features (nominative and accusative), and in that the same element appears to undergo an interaction with the D-system. It is clear that the use of the German genitive is far more restricted than that of the Finnish partitive, with nothing like the regular subject/object alternations with nominative and accusative case. It looks as if German, with a full determiner system, has less need of this case to mark unboundedness. Thus the main function that the German genitive and Finnish partitive have in common is the adnominal partitive construction, as illustrated in (31) den the stor-a big-def bil-en car-def 'the big car' (Kester 1996:16) Similarly, Romanian definite determiners (ii) are realised as suffixes on the noun in the absence of other noun phrase internal elements, but on the adjective when it is in prenominal position.
(ii) a. parc-ul park-def 'the park' b.
nverzit-ul parc green-def park 'the green park' (from Mardale forthcoming, who provides Albanian and Bulgarian data illustrating the same phenomenon) (i) and (ii) clearly demonstrate interaction between the determiner and adjective. It goes beyond the scope of this paper to investigate this interaction in detail, but I suggest that this can be seen as a more general adjective-determiner link, which supports the idea of the genitive forming part of the D-system, rather than part of a higher category.
b. kuppi cup kahvi-a coffee-part 'a cup of coffee' Even this is somewhat restricted in German, perhaps due to the gradual disappearance of the genitive, and replacement by the preposition von.
7
However, the fact that they have some overlap in function, taken with the fact that both seem distinct from the other 'cases' generally listed in paradigms for these languages, suggests that they may have a similar structure.
Tongan absolutive and genitive
I now turn to a possible extension of the analysis to a language which marks such categories analytically (that is, with adpositions instead of affixes). Tongan (Polynesian) is an ergative language with prepositions marking the different functions normally regarded as case functions (ergative, absolutive, benefactive, genitive, etc.). The Tongan data is interesting for two main reasons. Firstly, the absolutive preposition interacts with the article, showing that apparent case markers can also have features relating to specificity, which is commonly assumed to be characteristic of the D-system. Secondly, the genitive (the preposition marking possession), seems to have a formal link with the absolutive, suggesting that adnominal cases more generally may relate to the DP layer in syntax.
Tongan has a prepositional absolutive marker. As illustrated in (33), the absolutive preposition must be omitted before a non-specific article, is optional before a specific article and a pronominal object, and is obligatory with proper names and other nouns with specific reference where no article is present.
(33)
Tongan absolutive (Broschart 1994 According to Bittner and Hale (1996) , the appearance of morphological absolutive case in ergative languages (usually involving zero morphology) does not relate to a case feature, nor to any additional structure. Nouns which appear with absolutive are simply bare DPs.
8 Ergative morphology, on the other hand, is marked and spells out KP. The use of a preposition to mark absolutive is problematic for such an approach, but can be explained if one assumes that certain characteristics typically associated with the article are present in the absolutive preposition. That is to say, the absolutive preposition forms part of the determiner system, rather than the system of prepositions. Like the Finnish partitive, it spells out a head lower than the P-layer, explaining the determiner interaction, but higher than the determiner itself, explaining its ability to combine with the specific article. Thus in (33), the (a) example is explained by the idea that the absolutive contains specificity features incompatible with the non-specific article. (bc) are explained by its being specific, and thus compatible with the specific article and pronoun but redundant in their presence. The obligatory presence of the absolutive in (d-e) is due to the fact that there is nothing else available to mark specificity overtly. The contrast between the ergative and absolutive prepositions is illustrated by the fact that the ergative, unlike the absolutive, cannot be omitted, as in (34). (34) Omissible absolutive vs. obligatory ergative (Broschart 1994:44) Other Tongan prepositions, such as the benefactive, seem to incorporate the genitive. The genitive forms appear as part of the benefactive, with the same alienable/inalienable distinction as is visible in the genitive when it appears alone, suggesting that the genitive is selected by the benefactive. The genitive form does not appear to incorporate other 'prepositions'. This suggests that the genitive is lower in the structure than P. Compare the examples of the benefactives in (36) with those of the genitive in (37). (36) Tongan benefactive incorporates genitive (Broschart 1994 Broschart (1994:122-123) further claims that there is evidence that the diachronic development of the Tongan genitive prepositions was closely connected with that of the article.
For the purposes of this paper the Tongan data is interesting in that it provides evidence from a typologically very different language for the idea that some of the words traditionally analysed as adpositions, with apparent case functions, are in fact closer to the noun than others and interact more directly with the D layer than with the P layer.
English of
In this section I look for evidence for a similar category in English, arguing that the analysis of Finnish partitive may also shed light on the anomalous behaviour of English of. The word of is unlike other English prepositions in several respects. Unlike other prepositions, which seem to be acceptable as arguments of cognate nouns and verbs, of cannot normally be used as a verbal complement. Instead of emerges as a default adnominal preposition, leading some researchers to suggest that it is the NP-internal structural case (cf. de Wit 1997).
10 Partitive use of of is restricted to NP-internal and quantifierphrase internal use in English. (40) Partitive of a. a cup/pot of tea b. some/much of the fruit c. ??He ate of the bread.
At earlier stages of the language, however, of was possible with verbal objects (41) and seems to have been an alternative to bare noun phrase objects (42). Of is also noteworthy for its apparent lack of semantic content by comparison with other prepositions. The notion of figure-ground relations applied to PP structure in Svenonius (forthcoming), among others, cannot easily be extended to of for this reason. Where various researchers have claimed that path is positioned hierarchically above place (van Riemsdijk and Huybregts 2001, Kracht 2002; , den Dikken 2003 , it is difficult to fit of into such structures. Whilst of can be selected by certain Ps (such as out ), it is not clear that of in such a context has any kind of locational meaning. (45) illustrates the surface phenomena predicted by the hierarchical ordering of path and place. (46) shows that the same ordering works for many English prepositions, but not for of, which has no obvious locational meaning when it is selected by a locative P, and cannot select a locative P itself. This suggests that it is lower than P in the structure. Although of can be used in several functions similar to the genitives and partitives discussed above (as a partitive, and in certain possessive constructions), the link with determiners is not clear in English. A possible counterargument to analysing of as belonging to the DP layer is the acceptability of stranding.
(47) English P-vs. D-stranding a. I only know these children. b. *Children, I know only these. c. What were you thinking of? d. What did you put the book on? Giusti (1995) , however, shows that there is a distinction between different types of determiner in several languages in this respect: articles cannot be stranded, but other types of determiner-like words, such as quantifiers, can.
She illustrates this with German and Italian.
(48) German quantifier float vs. determiner stranding (Giusti 1995:80) 
i. the
It is possible that such an explanation might also apply to of, where the acceptability of stranding is explained by its having a position higher in the DP projection than the article. Thus lack of determiner stranding may not be counter-evidence for the proposal, and it is possible that the exceptional nature of English of amongst prepositions might be explained by reanalysing it as part of the D-system, rather than part of the P-system 12 (cf. Kayne 1994 on of in N-of-N constructions).
Theoretical implications and problems

Coherence of the category P
The reanalysis of partitive allows a more semantically consistent characterisation of the category P, without expanding significantly the semantic coverage of the system of quantifiers and determiners. Part of speech categories can be distinguished at the levels of morphology, syntax and semantics. Ideally, the categories defined at one level match those defined at another level. For nouns, verbs and adjectives this can be broadly maintained. For example, nouns might be characterised by a semantic core denoting entities, verbs as denoting events, and adjectives as denoting qualities. The classes characterised in this way often correlate with specific derivational suffixes which distinguish them from the other categories, and particular patterns of syntactic behaviour. This cannot be said of the category P. Whilst N, V and A are usually morphological words, with some consistency in derivational morphology, members of the category P may be individual words or affixes. Even as words they lack consistent derivational morphology, and are found in syntactically different contexts, surfacing as verbal prefixes and particles, as well as in the more nominal-related contexts of adpositions and case morphology. The reason for considering P to form one category is that the form, and often the individual semantic content, of many Ps remain fairly constant in the use of one item in the different nominal and verbal syntactic contexts.
(50) Consistent meaning/form of Ps across different syntactic contexts a. They had lunch after the lesson. b. Mary ran after John.
The category can be roughly semantically characterised as a class of relational markers, specifying the relationship of arguments and adjuncts to the predicate. These types of relations are normally either spatial relations (path/place) or thematic roles (explicit markings of agents, experiencers, beneficiaries, etc.). Much of the work on adpositions focuses on spatial relations, outlining a hierarchical path-place structure and explaining their role in aspectual interactions. The partitive meanings discussed here seem to be distinct from such spatial relations, and fail to take part in the same type of layered structure, as observed above with respect to of in English. 13 The partitive also seems to be a misfit amongst inventories of thematic roles. Intuitively speaking, the fact that an object is parted does not affect its patient/theme role, but rather the relevant quantity involved in the action.
Case paradigms and agreement
Under the current assumptions, the traditional notion of a case paradigm, illustrated in (1)-(3) is shown to be epiphenomenal, existing only at the morphological level. Different cases arise from different syntactic structures. The stark difference between the nature of minimal pairs based on verbal and nominal inflectional paradigms might receive a partial explanation under this view. Where verbal person/number agreement paradigms result easily in neat minimal pairs, finding a minimal pair of sentences varying only case on the noun often involves a complete change of predicate, as illustrated in (51) Under the account presented here, the difference might be attached to the idea that the verbal paradigm involves agreement, whereas the cases are heads in the extended projection of the noun. The implementation of such an idea, however, and the way it might apply to systems with adjectival case agreement, remains to be worked out, requiring a clearer picture of the full structure of the noun phrase and possibilities for (and constraints on) feature sharing within the extended projection.
Case hierarchies
The proposal also has consequences for the implicational hierarchies of cases, sometimes mentioned in the typological literature and in work on thematic roles. Blake (1994) sketches a rough implicational hierarchy along the lines of (53).
(53) Implicational hierarchy of cases (Blake 1994:157) nominative > accusative/ergative > genitive > dative > locative > ablative/instrumental > others A language which has locative case, for example, will also have all those preceding it on the hierarchy (nominative, accusative or ergative, genitive and dative). According to the view presented in this paper, it is necessary to make certain adjustments to the interpretation of such hierarchies. Instead of simply predicting the range of cases a language will have, the hierarchy predicts the likelihood of spell-out of a case in analytic (adpositional) or synthetic (affixal) form. For example, if a language spells out dative as an affix, then those items preceding it on the hierarchy will also have inflectional realisations, whereas if the dative is spelled out as an adposition, then those items following it on the hierarchy will also have adpositional realisations (cf. van Riemsdijk 1981) . I assume that nominative, accusative and ergative must be taken from this list, on the grounds that nominative and accusative are structural and that not enough is understood about the distribution of ergative to identify it conclusively with one or other of the structures under consideration here.
Having allowed for these preliminary adjustments, I turn to the treatment of genitive in such a hierarchy. Clearly its present position cannot be correct, since Hungarian, for example, has dative, locative, ablative/instrumental and many others, but no genitive. Moving the genitive down the hierarchy does not improve matters, because German and Greek have nominative, accusative, genitive, dative and no others. If the genitive is analysed as belonging to a different category, then it no longer has any place on such a hierarchy, and thus the generalisations of (53) can be maintained without running into such contradictions.
D-inflection and P-inflection combinations
The structure I have assumed for this paper makes a prediction about the combinatorial properties of partitive, which appears not to be borne out in all situations. Just as there are combinations of adpositions and determiners in one PP (e.g. to the shops), so one should expect to encounter examples of combinations of a D-suffix with a P-suffix. An explanation should be found for the complementary distribution of partitive and, for example, ablative in Finnish. I suggest that the explanation may lie in morphophonological constraints, limiting the number of possible affixes which can attach to lexical heads within specific languages. Thus a full account of the Finnish data would require a notion of morphological competition for the suffixal slot on the noun, with the P-inflection winning where it is present, perhaps because it is the higher or more semantically marked head.
Still, languages clearly do exist in which more than one suffixal slot is available on the noun. Lezgian would be one such example, where there are productive combinations of two P-inflections, one representing path and the other place. I am not at present aware of any languages which have productive inflectional combinations of P-inflections with such partitive markers. It would be necessary to look for a language with such stacking of affixes and also productive use of a morpheme with partitive functions, as in Finnish. This remains for future research. At present, the only available evidence for productive combination appears to come from languages which use separate words, rather than affixes, for these properties, as with English out of, French près de ('near'), and Modern Greek prin apo ('before').
Conclusion
The core point of this paper has been to demonstrate that partitive and partitive uses of genitive case (whether they are spelled out as 'case' morphology or as separate words normally assumed to be 'adpositions') do not belong in syntactic case paradigms. Their behaviour fails to conform with that of the core structural cases or with the nominal suffixes which I argue elsewhere are associated with the category P. I have proposed instead that partitive belongs to the determiner system. I have drawn on evidence from Finnish, German and Tongan, and argued that the same analysis should carry over to English of. A consequence of this analysis is that the nominal case paradigms, often used in the traditional literature and teaching grammars of morphologically rich languages, emerge as epiphenomenal. Instead of forming a coherent category, at the syntactic level the different nominal inflections spell out one of three items (i) structural case features, (ii) members of the category D, or (iii) members of the category P. This has the advantage of providing the beginnings of an explanation for differences between dative and genitive in German, and makes it possible to view the use of cases such as Finnish partitive as part of a wider system, rather than as language-specific exceptions. In a broader perspective, the analysis presented provides a typology of a range of nominal inflections usually ignored in generative literature (where the focus is on abstract structural nominative and accusative case, rather than on the wide variety of inflections termed 'case' in traditional grammars of morphologically rich languages). If the proposal can be successfully extended to other cases, then it might provide a useful tool for analysis of differential subject and object marking.
Much remains to be worked out in terms of the implementation of morphological rules determining where the different D and P heads would be spelled out in the extended nominal projection, and how the analysis fits with recent developments in research into the DP and PP systems. I have not addressed the interaction of partitive and aspect, the focus of much past research on partitivity (Kiparsky 1998 , Kratzer 2004 . Although on the face of it my proposal differs quite significantly from these approaches, it seems intuitively plausible that they should be compatible, given a detailed theory of the interaction of definiteness and specificity of the object with the bounding of an event. These issues remain for future research.
